We began this book by reflecting on the theoretical hegemony of western scholarship, especially western social theory, and in the hope of making a small contribution to unsettling western knowledge claims and to internationalising feminist sociological scholarship. Our starting-point was a particular set of debates around the consequences of recent social change, of living in the era of late modernity, for personal life. We positioned ourselves among those, such as Lynn Jamieson (1999, 2011), Carol Smart (2007), and Brian Heaphy (2007), who have challenged aspects of the detraditionalization and individualisation theses and the alleged transformation of intimacy. Our intention was to broaden the critique by comparing family life and intimate relationships in two distinctly different and geographically distant social locations while taking account of their interconnections. We characterised this as an exercise in the deployment of a feminist sociological imagination whereby the biographies of individual Hong Kong and British women are linked to the interconnected histories of their respective societies. We may have only talked to a relatively small, and not particularly representative, sample of women, but by placing their narratives in their wider social and historical context, we can learn something about how women in different societies negotiate changing patterns of personal life.

Undertaking this work has prompted us to think about what modernity means and how it figures in daily life (see Chapters 10.1057/978-1-137-28991-9_2 and 10.1057/978-1-137-28991-9_6). Modernity has been conceptualised as both singular and multiple. Modernity as singular can be thought of as temporal (the world as of now or in recent times) but also as a condition of being modern. In the latter sense it is often associated with 'developed', 'advanced' world, in which case other parts of the world are excluded from the modern. If, however, we think of modernity as a global order, as global capitalism (Dirlik 2007) or as a product of interconnected histories (Bhambra 2007) it is absurd to place parts of the world as 'outside' modernity. Pluralising modernity, thinking in terms of 'multiple modernities' (Eistenstadt 2000) or 'entangled modernities' (Therborn 2003) or 'vernacular modernities' (Neyazi 2010) is a means of challenging ethnocentric and universalising models of modernity. Such endeavours, however, have been criticised for 'leaving it to the realm of culture to bear the burden of difference' and 'reintroducing Eurocentrism by the back door' (Dirlik 2007: 8, 14). It has also been seen as reinforcing the idea of an endogenous European modernity, adopted and adapted elsewhere, while ignoring the historical interconnections that made European dominance possible in the first place (Bhambra 2007). Seen from these perspectives, modernity is undoubtedly singular.

We largely concur with a view of modernity as singular, the product of interconnected histories and as a global capitalist order. If modernity describes the state of the world, it also has to be recognised that regions, nations and territories---and individuals of varied ethnicities, genders, classes and nationalities---are differentially positioned within it. Modernity as lived and imagined does vary, is in this sense multiple. Global capitalism may have made nation states less autonomous, but nation states, or particular politico-legal jurisdictions, do continue to matter in terms of both individuals' sense of belonging and in conditions of life (see Yuval-Davis 2011). This has been amply demonstrated by comparing two locations, both of which are part of the 'developed', post-industrial world and centres of transnational capital transactions, but where social conditions and political regimes differ even as women confront some similar problems of negotiating increasingly uncertain futures. We have also sought to demonstrate throughout that these differences are not merely the outcome of cultural traditions, that tradition itself is not static, that it can be both invented, reinvented, reshaped and renegotiated, and, importantly, put to political uses.

In comparing Hong Kong and British women's lives we have paid attention to cultural differences and how cultural traditions figure in the ways women make sense of their lives, but have consistently argued that differences between them cannot be explained only by reference to culture. We began by arguing for the importance of history. Inspired by Bhambra's view of interconnected histories, we sketched out the ways in which Hong Kong's past as a British colony was linked not only to Britain's imperial and industrial fortunes but also to global networks of trade and capitalist development. This enabled us to explain the very different conditions under which our older participants', the mothers' generation had grown up. Their experiences of childhood and early adulthood, as should be clear from subsequent chapters, shaped their experience of and orientation to family life and their relationships with their daughters and, in turn, impacted on their daughters' views of the world, their place in it and their aspirations.

Both British and Hong Kong society can be said to be heteronormative but to different degrees and different ways. Heterosexuality is differentially institutionalised and practised in the two societies, in part because of the emphasis that the Hong Kong government places on conventional family life as the basis of society and an excuse for lack of welfare, whereas in recent decades 'family values' in British official language has become more inclusive of diversity in families, including those founded on same-sex couples. More liberal sexual mores in Britain also make it easier to live heterosexual lives differently without being seen as breaching the boundaries of the normative---for example, cohabitation and having children outside formal marriage have become unremarkable. These are still widely seen as 'deviant' practices in Hong Kong. In the absence of a welfare state Hong Kong people still rely heavily on their families for support and are constrained to do so, which encourages them to play safe in their family practices and avoid anything that might jeopardise their collective future.

In Chapter 10.1057/978-1-137-28991-9_3, we explored the family circumstances and the meaning of family for our participants, drawing on the concepts of family practices, displaying families and practices of intimacy. The families in our British sample were more diverse in form and in who counted as 'family', with some including ex-partners and friends. There was, then, some evidence of families as 'elective affinities' in Beck and Beck Gernsheim's (2002) terms, yet these same women also emphasised the support they gave and received, emotional closeness and unconditional love among family members. Hong Kong women included only blood and affinal kin in their families, with the emphasis on material support and mutual care, which, as we have repeatedly stressed, remains important for survival in Hong Kong. Nonetheless this material support carried with it symbolic significance and emotional resonance as a demonstration of care and affection. This was also evident in patterns of mother-daughter relationships, which we went on to discuss in the next chapter. In bringing up children, Hong Kong mothers had been much stricter disciplinarians than their British counterparts and pushed their children harder to succeed than the British mothers, most of whom had more relaxed approach to childrearing. In both cases, however, there was no lack of care, worry and affection along with concern for daughters' future lives. There were also differences in relationships between mothers and children once the latter became adults. British daughters and mothers evaluated the closeness of their relationships in terms of the openness with which they communicated with each other, particularly daughters confiding in mothers. The Hong Kong women, however, expressed closeness through companionship and practical activities. Talking and communicating non-verbally were part of family practices in both location but how family members talked to each other, what was openly discussed and what was unmentionable differed. We related the difficulties of raising particular issues in Hong Kong families to the hierarchical harmony within families and an orientation to the outside world, which we characterised as protectionist familialism---a guarding against potential threats to the collective well-being and reputation of families.

The issue of sexuality and mothers attitudes to daughters' sexual and romantic lives was raised in this chapter and carried over into the next, where we considered the relationship trajectories of both generations and how mothers' life experiences impacted on their daughters' sexual and romantic. Here we found marked differences between Hong Kong and British women, with most of the British women, in both generations, having much more (hetero)sexual experience, being less likely to confine it to marriage and expressing more liberal attitudes to unconventional sexual practices. While there were some clear cultural differences in sexual morality in each location, there were also individual variations within them. Moreover, the contrasts between locations could not be attributed to culture alone, but also reflected material conditions of life, the greater degree of pragmatism among Hong Kong women and their concern for the future survival of their families.

We finally bring the discussion back to where we started, to the issue of modernity. We explore what, for these women, being modern means, how they imagine modernity and how they position themselves within it. There were some similarities across generations and location, with many citing women becoming more independent and pursuing their own careers as emblematic of being modern. There were also differences, too, with the older Hong Kong women being keen to appear modern in terms of consumption practices and looking fashionable, which barely featured in British accounts. In this context, we also consider daughters' aspirations for the future and the extent to which they were forging new paths for themselves that might indicate a break with the way their mothers had organised their lives. This did not really seem to be the case, except for a few individuals, and some British young women appeared to be considering more conservative life paths in terms of marriage and motherhood than their mothers had followed. There was, however, awareness among both the Hong Kong and British women of the uncertainties faced by today's younger generation. Most of the mothers had experienced upward mobility in their lifetimes and had lived through times of optimism and progress, albeit of different kinds (see Chapter 10.1057/978-1-137-28991-9_3). In neither Hong Kong nor Britain can they be confident that fortunes will continue to improve; it can no longer be expected that daughters will achieve a higher standard of living than their mothers.

In both societies women face challenges brought about by neoliberal governance and economic uncertainties, both are experiencing widening inequalities. In both places finding an affordable place to live is becoming more difficult as a result of what has been called the 'financialization' of the housing market (Madden and Marcuse 2016). Hong Kong remains marked by its lack of welfare provision and threats to what does exist, while the UK has witnessed cuts and changes to its welfare system in recent decades that have plunged sections of the population into a level of poverty and reliance on charity not seen since the inter-war years. In addition each society is facing specific political challenges. As we write Britain has just left the European Union. Brexit has divided society politically and will markedly change its future, though how is still uncertain. Hong Kong's protest movement is still ongoing. It has seen escalating levels of state repression that has served only to enrage activists further and led them to engage in increasingly daring and risky tactics in confrontations with the police.

Political divisions between pro-democracy activists and the pro-Beijing establishment came into sharp focus with the Umbrella Movement of 2014. The Beijing government has intervened more and more in Hong Kong's internal governance, undermining the 'one country, two systems' accommodation supposedly guaranteed at its handover to China and also threatening the freedoms and rule of law that make Hong Kong distinct from the mainland. The 2019--2020 wave of protests began in June 2019, provoked by a bill that would enable extradition of alleged criminals from Hong Kong to mainland China and, even after the bill had been suspended and subsequently withdrawn, developed into a revived pro-democracy movement, bringing huge numbers to the streets representing all sectors of society. The protests escalated as police used violent methods in an attempt to quell the unrest, but only succeeded in provoking further protest. Support for the protests does not seem to have diminished; those unwilling to confront the police on the streets are finding ways of supporting those as those who are. The Beijing government appears either to fail to understand the depth of feeling in Hong Kong or chooses to ignore it, blaming foreign powers for the protests while whipping up nationalist fervour against the protest in the mainland media (Gan and Chow 2019). The coronavirus outbreak that began in China in December 2019 has, in a climate of a lack of trust in the Hong Kong government combined with suspicion of and hostility towards China, exacerbated the situation.

In addition to resentment against the lack of the democracy promised to Hong Kong before the handover, there are also some concerns about the ways in which the city is becoming progressively more integrated into China. There are new infrastructure links such as high-speed rail connection with the mainland and the Hong Kong-Macao-Zhuhai Bridge. China has recently announced the Greater Bay Area initiative, which will link Hong Kong more closely to 10 mainland cities as part of a single huge megalopolis. All this is happening as China is becoming increasingly authoritarian under the Xi regime and also increasingly nationalistic and expansionist, with its 'belt and road' project, heralded as the new Silk Road, its claims over the South China Sea and the exercise of soft power and economic power throughout much of the world. When British authorities have expressed concern over the situation in Hong Kong in the past few months, Chinese officials have responded by saying 'mind your own business' and, tellingly, 'know your place'. It is difficult to see what the future might bring---for Hong Kong, Britain and the wider world. In a darkly ironic fantasy we imagine a scenario in which a weakened post-Brexit Britain becomes a target of Chinese expansionist ambitions, finally avenging the ' century of humiliation' Britain unleashed on China.
